No.  162— Pt.  II - 1 


WEDNESDAY,  AUGUST  22,  1973 


Volume  38  ■  Number  162 

PART  II 


ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION 

AGENCY 


EFFLUENT  LIMITATION 
GUIDELINES 
AND 

STANDARDS 


Insulation  Fiberslass  Manufacturing,  and 
Beet  Sugar  Processing  Industries 


I 


22606 


PROPOSED  RULES 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[  40  CFR  Parts  401. 426  ] 

GLASS  MANUFACTURING  POINT  SOURCE 
CATEGORY;  INSULATION  FIBERGLASS 
MANUFACTURING  SUBCATEGORY 

Proposed  Effluent  Limitations  Guideiines 
for  Existing  Sources  and  Standards  of 
Performance  and  Pretreatment  Stand¬ 
ards  for  New  Sources 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  for  existing  sources 
and,  standards  of  performance  and  pre- 
treatment  standards  for  new  sources  set 
forth  in  tentative  form  below  are  pro¬ 
posed  by  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (“EPA”)  for  the  insulation  fiber¬ 
glass  manufacturing  subcategory  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  304(b),  306(b)  and  307 
(c)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  1251, 
1314, 1316(b)  and  1317(c) ,  86  Stat.  816  et 
seq.;  P.L.  92-500)  (the  “Act”) .  Insulation 
fiberglass  manufacturing  is  a  subcate¬ 
gory  of  the  glass  manufacturing  category 
of  point  sources.  In  addition  to  the  spe¬ 
cific  proposed  regulations  concerning  the 
insulation  fiberglass  subcategory,  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  are  set  forth  below 
providing  generally  applicable  defini¬ 
tions  and  describing  the  legal  authorities 
for  all  regulations  subsequently  to  be  is¬ 
sued  under  Parts  402  to  699,  40  CFR  con¬ 
cerning  efiBuent  limitations  guidelines, 
standards  of  performance  and  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  for  new  sources  pursuant 
to  sections  304(b),  306  and  307(c)  of  the 
Act. 

1.  Legal  Authority,  a.  Existing  point 
sources.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Act  re¬ 
quires  the  achievement  by  not  later  than 
July  1,  1977,  of  effluent  limitations 
for  point  sources,  other  than  publicly 
owned  treatment  works,  which  require 
the  application  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available  as 
defined  by  the  Administrator  pursuant 
to  section  304(b)  of  the  Act.  Section 
301(b)  also  requires  the  achievement  by 
not  later  than  July  1,  1983,  of  effluent 
limitations  for  point  sources,  other  than 
publicly  owned  treatment  works,  which 
require  the  application  of  best  available 
technology  economically  achievable 
which  will  result  in  reasonable  further 
progress  toward  the  national  goal  of 
eliminating  the  discharge  of  all  pollu¬ 
tants,  as  determined  in  accordance  with 
regulations  issued  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  section  304(b)  of  the  Act, 
Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  publish  regulations  pro¬ 
viding  guidelines  for  effluent  limitations 
setting  forth  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  through  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available  and  the  degree 
of  effluent  reduction  attainable  through 
the  application  of  the  best  control  meas¬ 
ures  and  practices  achievable  including 
treatment  techniques,  process  and  pro¬ 
cedure  innovations,  operating  methods 
and  other  alternatives.  The  regulations 
proposed  herein  set  forth  effluent  limi¬ 


tations  guidelines,  pursuant  to  section 
304(b)  of  the  Act,  for  the  Insulation 
fiberglass  manufaoturi^  subcategory  of 
the  glass  manufacturing  point  source 
category. 

b.  New  sources.  Section  306  of  the 
Act  requires  the  achievement  by  new 
sources  of  a  Federal  standard  of  per¬ 
formance  providing  for  the  control  of 
the  discharge  of  pollutants  which  re¬ 
flects  the  greatest  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  which  the  Administrator 
determines  to  be  achievable  through 
application  of  the  best  available  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology,  processes,  op¬ 
erating  methods,  or  other  alternatives, 
including,  where  practicable,  a  standard 
permitting  no  discharge  of  pollutants. 

Section  306(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the  Act  re¬ 
quires  the  Administrator  to  propose  reg¬ 
ulations  establishing  Federal  standards 
of  performances  for  categories  of  new 
sources  included  in  a  list  published  piu- 
suant  to  section  306(b)(1)(A)  of  the 
Act.  The  Administrator  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  January  16,  1973 
(38  FR  1624)  a  list  of  27  source  cate¬ 
gories,  including  the  glass  manufacturing 
source  category.  The  regulations  pro¬ 
posed  herein  set  forth  the  standards  of 
performance  applicable  to  new  soiurces 
within  the  insulation  fiberglass  manu¬ 
facturing  subcategory  of  the  glass 
manufacturing  source  category. 

Section  307(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  promulgate  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  for  new  sources  at  the 
same  time  that  standards  of  performance 
for  new  sources  are  promulgated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  306.  Section  426.15  pro¬ 
posed  below  provides  pretreatment 
standards  for  new  sources  within  the 
insulation  fiberglass  subcategory. 

Section  304(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  issue  to  the  States  and 
appropriate  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  information  on  the  processes,  proce¬ 
dures  or  operating  methods  which  result 
in  the  elimination  or  reduction  of  the 
discharge  of  pollutants  to  Implement 
standards  of  performance  under  Section 
306  of  the  Act.  The  report  referred  to 
below  provides,  pursuant  to  section 
304(c)  of  the  Act,  preliminary  infor¬ 
mation  on  such  processes,  procedures  or 
operating  methods. 

2.  Summary  and  basis  of  proposed  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  guidelines,  standards 
of  performance  and  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  for  new  sources. 

a.  General  methodology.  The  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  standards  of 
performance  proposed  herein  were  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  following  manner.  The 
point  source  category  was  first  studied 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
separate  limitations  and  standards  are 
appropriate  for  different  segments  within 
the  category.  This  analysis  included  a 
determination  of  whether  differences  in 
raw  material  used,  product  produced, 
manufacturing  process  employed,  age, 
size,  waste  water  constituents  and  other 
factors  require  development  of  separate 
limitations  and  standards  for  different 
segments  of  the  point  source  category. 
The  raw  waste  characteristics  for  each 


such  segment  were  then  identified.  This 
included  an  analysis  of  (1)  the  source, 
flow  and  volume  of  water  used  in  the 
process  employed  and  the  sources  of 
waste  and  waste  waters  in  the  plant  and 
(2)  the  constituents  of  all  waste  water. 
The  constituents  of  the  waste  waters 
which  should  be  subject  to  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  guidelines  and  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  were  identified. 

Next,  the  control  and  treatment  tech¬ 
nologies  existing  within  each  segment 
were  identified.  This  Included  an  iden¬ 
tification  of  each  distinct  control  and 
treatment  technology,  including  both  in- 
plant  and  end-of-process  technologies, 
which  are  existent  or  capable  of  being 
designed  for  each  segment.  It  also  in¬ 
cluded  an  identification  of,  in  terms  of 
the  amount  of  constituents  and  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  char¬ 
acteristics  of  pollutants,  the  effluent  level 
resulting  from  the  application  of  each 
of  the  technologies.  The  problems,  limi¬ 
tations  and  reUability  of  each  treatment 
and  control  technology  were  also  identi¬ 
fied.  In  addition,  the  non-water  quality 
environmental  impact  was  identified, 
such  as  the  effects  of  the  application  of 
such  technologies  upon  other  pollution 
problems,  including  ^r,  solid  waste,  noise 
and  radiation.  The  energy  requirements 
of  each  control  and  treatment  technology 
were  determined  as  well  as  the  cost  of  the 
application  of  such  technologies. 

The  information,  as  outlined  above, 
was  then  evaluated  in  order  to  determine 
what  levels  of  technology  constitute  the 
“best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available,”  the  “best  av^lable 
technology  economically  achievable”  and 
the  “best  available  demonstrated  control 
technology,  processes,  operating  methods, 
or  other  alternatives.”  In  identifying  such 
technologies,  various  factors  were  con¬ 
sidered.  These  included  the  total  cost  of 
application  of  technology  in  relation  to 
the  effluent  reduction  benefits  to  be 
achieved  from  such  application,  the  age 
of  equipment  and  facilities  involved,  the 
process  employed,  the  engineering  as¬ 
pects  of  the  application  of  various  types 
of  control  techniques,  process  changes, 
non-water  quality  environmental  impact 
(including  energy  requirements)  and 
other  factors. 

The  data  on  which  the  above  analysis 
was  performed  included  EPA  permit  ap¬ 
plications,  EPA  sampling  and  inspections, 
consultant  reports,  and  Industry  sub¬ 
missions. 

The  pretreatment  standards  proposed 
herein  are  intended  to  be  complemen¬ 
tary  to  the  pretreatment  standard  pro¬ 
posed  for  existing  sources  under  Part  128 
of  40  CFR.  The  basis  for  such  standards 
are  set  forth  in  the  Federal  Register 
of  July  19,  1973,  38  FR  19236.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  Part  128  are  equally  applica¬ 
ble  to  sources  which  would  constitute 
“new  sources,”  imder  section  306  if  they 
were  to  discharge  pollutants  directly  to 
navigable  waters  except  for  section 
128.133.  That  section  provides  a  pretreat¬ 
ment  standard  for  “incompatible  pol¬ 
lutants”  which  requires  the  application 
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of  the  “best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available,”  subject  to  an 
adjustment  for  amounts  of  pollutants 
removed  by  the  publicly  owned  treatment 
works.  Since  the  pretreatment  standards 
proposed  herein  apply  to  new  sources. 
Section  426.15  below  amends  §  128.133  to 
require  application  of  the  standard  of 
performance  for  new  sources  rather  than 
the  “best  practicable”  standard  applica¬ 
ble  to  existing  sources  under  sections  301 
and  304(b)  of  the  Act. 

b.  Summary  of  conclusions  with  re¬ 
spect  to  insulation  fiberglass  manufac¬ 
turing  subcategory.  A  draft  report  en¬ 
titled  the  “Development  Document  for 
Proposed  Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines 
and  New  Source  Performance  Stand¬ 
ards — Insulation  Fiberglass  Manufactur¬ 
ing  Segment  of  the  Glass  Manufacturing 
Point  Source  Category”  which  details  the 
analysis  undertaken  in  support  of  the 
regulations  being  proposed  herein  is 
available  for  inspection  in  the  EPA  In¬ 
formation  Center,  Room  227,  West 
Tower,  Waterside  Mall,  Washington, 
D.C.;  at  all  EPA  regional  offices;  and  at 
State  water  pollution  control  offices.  A 
supplementary  analysis  prepared  for 
EPA  of  the  possible  economic  effects  of 
the  proposed  regulations  is  also  available 
for  Inspection  at  these  locations.  Copies 
of  both  of  these  documents  are  being 
sent  to  persons  or  institutions  affected 
by  the  proposed  regulations,  or  who  have 
placed  themselves  on  a  mailing  list  for 
this  purpose  (see  EPA’s  Advance  Notice 
of  Public  Review  Procedures,  38  Fli 
21202,  August  6,  1973).  An  additional 
limited  number  of  copies  of  both  reports 
are  available.  Persons  wishing  to  obtain 
a  copy  may  write  the  EPA  Information 
Center,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Washington,  D.C.  20460,  Atten¬ 
tion:  Mr.  Philip  B.  Wisman. 

The  following  summarizes  the  princi¬ 
pal  conclusions  of  the  above  listed  draft 
report. 

The  insulation  fiberglass  manufactur¬ 
ing  segment  of  the  glass  manufacturing 
Industry  serves  as  a  single  subcategory 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  standards  of 
performance.  Factors  such  as  age,  size 
of  plant,  process  employed,  waste  water 
constituents  and  waste  control  tech¬ 
nologies  substantiate  this  determination. 

The  known  significant  pollutants, 
characteristics  or  properties  of  waste 
waters  resulting  from  the  insulation 
fiberglass  manufacturing  process  include 
phenols,  biochemical  oxygen  demand, 
chemical  oxygen  demand,  dissolved 
solids,  suspended  solids,  oil  and  grease, 
ammonia,  pH,  color,  turbidity,  and  heat. 

Because  of  the  large  amounts  of  water 
required  in  the  manufacturing  process, 
the  insulation  fiberglass  industry  has 
employed  recirculation  systems.  His¬ 
torically,  highly  caustic  chain  wash 
water,  the  primary  source  of  pollutants, 
was  difficult  to  recirculate  and  treat. 
Technological  changes  and  improve¬ 
ments  allowed  the  change  from  a  caustic 
chain  wash  solution  to  a  high  pressiu'e 
spray  chain  wash.  Waste  chain  wash 
waters  could  then  be  filtered  or  similarly 


treated  and  reused  as  chain  wash  water. 
Because  of  the  accumulation  of  solids, 
however,  a  blowdown  from  this  system 
was  necessary.  Biological  treatment  of 
the  blowdown  from  these  recirculation 
systems  has  at  one  plant  achieved  in 
excess  of  90  percent  removal  of  phenol, 
suspended  solids,  chemical  oxygen 
demand  and  biochemical  oxygen  de¬ 
mand.  Despite  the  high  removal  effi¬ 
ciencies,  however,  high  concentrations  of 
phenol,  chemical  oxygen  demand  and 
color  were  still  present  in  the  effluent. 

Additional  tertiary  treatment  of  efflu¬ 
ent  from  the  process  described  above  by 
carbon  adsorption  was  investigated.  It 
was  found  that  the  costs  of  such  treat¬ 
ment  exceeded  that  for  a  total  recircula¬ 
tion  system  in  which  the  process  water 
blowdown  is  reused  in  the  process  as 
binder  dilution  water  or  overspray.  The 
total  recirculation  system  eliminates 
pollutants  in  the  blowdown  by  fixing 
them  in  the  product  when  the  water 
evaporates  in  the  curing  ovens. 

The  non-water  quality  environmental 
impacts  from  total  recirculation  systems 
consist  of  increased  sludges  resulting 
from  increased  waste  water  treatment 
and  Increased  noise  levels  due  to  the 
addition  of  high  energy  pumps.  Tech¬ 
nology  exists  to  properly  dispose  of  the 
solid  wastes,  and  the  small  Incremental 
increase  in  noise  due  to  high  energy 
pumps  does  not  affect  the  hearing  pro¬ 
tection  measures  already  practiced  in 
the  high  level  noise  areas  of  an  insula¬ 
tion  fiberglass  plant.  The  industry  will 
require  an  additional  38.6  million  kilo¬ 
watt  hours  of  power  annually  to  operate 
recycling  systems.  This  is  less  than  a  5 
percent  increase  relative  to  estimated 
current  industry  power  requirements  for 
furnaces  and  processing  equipment.  The 
solid  waste  generated  by  total  recircula¬ 
tion  is  no  greater  than  if  alternate  w'aste 
water  treatment  technologies  were 
applied. 

The  total  capital  investment  for  the 
industry  to  achieve  no  discharge  of 
process  waste  water  pollutants  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  less  than  $7,000,000.  These 
costs  could  increase  the  capital  invest¬ 
ment  for  a  given  plant  by  1.2  to  3.8  per¬ 
cent.  Annual  operating  costs  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $3,700,000  for  the  industry, 
increasing  the  manufacturing  costs  for 
a  given  plant  by  0.6  to  3.8  percent  rela¬ 
tive  to  selling  price.  Smaller  plants  will 
pay  more  per  unit  of  production  than 
large  plants.  However,  the  economic  vi¬ 
ability  of  any  plant  in  the  industry  is 
not  threatened. 

Total  recirculation  of  process  waste 
water  is  being  successfully  accomplished 
at  6  of  the  total  of  19  plants  in  the  in¬ 
dustry.  The  study  of  the  insulation  fiber¬ 
glass  subcategory  of  point  sources  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  best  practicable  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available  for  this 
category  of  sources  is  total  recirculation 
of  process  waste  waters.  The  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  attainable  through  the 
application  of  this  technology  is  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  process  waste  water  pollutants 
to  navigable  waters. 


•  3.  Summary  of  Public  Participation. 

Prior  to  this  publication,  the  agencies  and 
groups  listed  below  were  consulted  and 
given  an  opportunity  to  participate  in 
the  development  of  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  guidelines  and  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  for  the  insulation  fiberglass 
manufacturing  subcategory.  The  draft 
report  on  insulation  fiberglass  manufac¬ 
turing  referred  to  above  includes,  as  a 
supplement,  a  description  of  consulta¬ 
tions  and  other  participation  by  the  pub¬ 
lic  which  has  taken  place  and  the  nature 
and  disposition  of  the  comments  re¬ 
ceived.  The  following  are  the  principal 
agencies  and  groups  consulted:  Effluent 
Standards  and  Water  Quality  Informa¬ 
tion  Advisory  Committee  (established 
under  section  515  of  the  Act) ;  All  State 
and  U.S.  Territory  Pollution  Control 
Agencies:  Ohio  River  Valley  Sanitation 
Commission;  New  England  Interstate 
Water  Pollution  Control  Commission: 
Delaware  River  Basin  Commission;  Hud¬ 
son  River  Sloop  Restoration,  Inc.;  Con¬ 
servation  Foundation;  Businessmen  for 
the  Public  Interest;  Environmental  De¬ 
fense  Fund,  Inc.;  Natiu-al  Resources  De¬ 
fense  Council;  The  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers;  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Federation;  National  Wildlife  Fed¬ 
eration;  The  American  Society  of  Me¬ 
chanical  Fkigineers;  U.S.  Department  of 
Commerce:  Water  Resources  Council; 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior;  Cer¬ 
tain-Teed  Products  Corporation;  Johns- 
Manville  Corporation;  and  Owens-Corn- 
ing  Fiberglas  Corporation. 

The  primary  issues  raised  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  proposed  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  guidelines  and  standards  of 
performance  and  the  treatment  of  these 
issues  herein  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  Effluent  Standards  and  Water 
Quality  Information  Advisory  Committee 
questioned  whether  it  is  appropriate  to 
establish  1985  standards  (no  discharge 
of  pollutants  national  goal)  by  1977. 
EPA  has  reached  the  conclusion  that  in 
the  case  of  the  insulation  fiberglass  sub¬ 
category,  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  consti¬ 
tutes  total  recirculation  of  process  waste 
waters.  In  section  101(a)  (2)  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1972,  Congress  established  as  a 
national  goal  the  elimination  of  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  pollutants  into  navigable 
waters  by  1985.  However,  Congress  also 
set  requirements  for  technology  based 
standards  in  sections  301,  304(b)  and 
306  which  require  the  maximum  degree 
of  reduction  of  pollutant  discharges  prior 
to  1985,  which  is  consistent  with  the  tech¬ 
nical  and  economic  factors  to  be  taken 
into  account  under  sections  304(b)  and 
306  of  the  Act  (notably,  standards  are  to 
be  set  for  1977  and  1983  compliance,  but 
no  regulations  are  to  be  promulgated  for 
1985).  Currently  6  of  19  plants  achieve 
no  discharge  of  process  waste  water  pol¬ 
lutants.  It  has  been  determined  that  this 
technology  costs  less  than  equivalent  or 
nearly  equivalent  end-of-process  treat¬ 
ment  technologies.  The  Agency  will  re¬ 
quire  the  effluent  reduction  attainable 
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by  the  best  practicable  control  technology 
when  establishing  regulations  under  sec¬ 
tion  304(b)  of  the  Act,  whether  that  re¬ 
duction  is  down  to  “no  discharge”  or  to 
some  greater  degree  of  permitted  dis¬ 
charge.  For  the  insulation  fiberglass  sub¬ 
category,  the  degree  of  eflBuent  reduction 
attainable  through  the  application  of  the 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available  is  no  discharge  of  process 
waste  waters  pollutants. 

2.  The  Effluent  Standards  and  Water 
Quality  Information  Advisory  Committee 
also  questioned  whether  disF>osal  of 
blowdown  on  the  hot  fiberglass  would 
increase  air  emissions  because  of  the 
presence  of  volatile  matter.  The  binder 
solution,  W'hich  contains  orders  of  mag¬ 
nitude  more  of  the  same  volatile  matter, 
is  applied  at  the  same  time  as  the  blow¬ 
down.  No  measurable  increase  in  air 
emissions  has  been  noted.  The  blow¬ 
down  will  not  affect  emission  control 
devices  used  to  control  binder  volatili¬ 
zation. 

3.  Industry  w'as  concerned  that  regula¬ 
tions  requiring  no  discharge  of  process 
waste  water  pollutants  would  be  applied 
to  Insulation  plants  where  some  textile 
products  are  also  made.  Insulation  fiber¬ 
glass  is  a  separate  subcategory  from  tex¬ 
tile  fiberglass.  The  regulations  proposed 
herein  apply  only  to  the  insulation  fiber¬ 
glass  manufacturing  subcategory. 

4.  The  State  of  Nebraska  expressed 
concern  that  ground  water  contamina¬ 
tion  could  result  from  infiltration  where 
evaporation  ponds  are  used.  The  pro¬ 
posed  limitations  and  standards  can  be 
achieved  without  use  of  evaporation  or 
seepage  ponds. 

5.  Some  industry  representatives  re¬ 
quested  that  noncontact  cooling  w'aters 
be  omitted  from  the  no  discharge  re¬ 
quirements.  The  regulations  call  for  no 
discharge  of  process  waste  water  pol¬ 
lutants,  not  waters.  If  the  industry  can 
treat  waste  waters,  such  as  to  remove  all 
process  waste  water  pollutants,  a  dis¬ 
charge  will  be  permitted.  Existing  ex¬ 
emplary  facilities  incorporate  noncontact 
cooling  waters  into  the  total  recircula¬ 
tion  systems,  demonstrating  its  feasibil¬ 
ity.  Six  plants  presently  achieve  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  process  waste  water  pollutants, 
including  noncontact  cooling  w'ater  and 
in  EPA’s  judgment,  elimination  of  such 
discharge  is  within  the  scope  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  ciu'rently 
available. 

6.  Industry  requested  that  provisions 
be  allowed  for  emergency  discharges  dur¬ 
ing  system  upsets.  Due  to  the  natme  of 
the  waste  waters,  discharge  of  untreated 
w’aste  waters  cannot  be  allowed. 

7.  Industry  requested  that  boiler  blow¬ 
down  and  W'ater  softening  backwash  be 
omitted  from  the  no  discharge  of  pol¬ 
lutants  requirement.  It  is  not  technologi¬ 
cally  feasible  to  totally  recycle  these 
nonprocess  waste  waters  in  all  cases  be¬ 
cause  of  chemical  interference  problems 
with  the  phenolic  resin.  Therefore,  EPA 
has  excluded  boiler  blowdowm  and  water 
softening  backwash  from  the  require¬ 
ment  of  no  discharge.  Plants  in  this  in- 
dusty  currently  discharge  these  wastes 


to  publicly  owned  treatment  works  and 
no  reported  treatability  problems  have 
been  encountered.  Boiler  blowdown  and 
water  softening  backwash  will  be  covered 
under  the  categories  of  steam  supply  and 
water  supply  respectively. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  written 
comments  in  triplicate  to  the  EPA  In¬ 
formation  Center,  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 
Attention:  Mr.  Philip  B.  Wisman.  Com¬ 
ments  on  all  aspects  of  the  proposed  reg¬ 
ulations  are  solicited.  All  comments  re¬ 
ceived  not  later  than  September  21, 1973, 
will  be  considered. 

Dated  August  15, 1973. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Part  401  is  proposed  to  read  as  follows: 

PART  401— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec. 

401.10  Scope  and  purpose. 

401.11  General  definition. 

401.12  Law  authorizing  establishment  of 

effluent  limitations  guidelines, 
standards  of  performance  and  pre¬ 
treatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

401.13  Test  procedures  for  measurement. 

§  4.01.10  Scope  and  purpo>>e. 

Regulations  promulgated  under  Parts 
402  to  699  of  this  subchapter  prescribe 
guidances  for  effluent  limitations,  stand¬ 
ards  of  performance  for  new  sources  and 
pretreatment  standards  for  new  sources 
pursuant  to  sections  301,  304(b) ,  306  and 
307(c)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  as  amended,  (“the  Act”,  33 
U.S.C.  1251,  1311,  1314(b),  1316  and  1317 

(c) ;  86  Stat.  816;  Pub.  L.  92-500).  Point 
sources  of  discharges  of  pollutants  are 
required  to  comply  with  these  regula¬ 
tions,  where  applicable,  and  permits  is¬ 
sued  by  States  or  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (“EPA”)  pursuant  to 
section  402  of  the  Act  must  be  condi¬ 
tioned  upon  under  the  National  Pol¬ 
lutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(“NPDES”)  established  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  402  of  the  Act  must  be  conditioned 
upon  compliance  with  applicable  re¬ 
quirements  of  section  301  and  306  (as 
well  as  certain  other  requirements). 
This  Part  401  sets  forth  the  legal  au¬ 
thority  and  general  definitions  which  will 
apply  to  all  regulations  issued  concern¬ 
ing  specific  classes  and  categories  of 
point  sources  under  Parts  402  through 
699  which  follow.  In  certam  instances 
the  regulations  applicable  a  particular 
source  category  will  contain  more  spe¬ 
cialized  definitions.  In  the  case  of  any 
conflict  between  regulations  issued  under 
this  Part  401  and  regulations  issued 
under  Parts  402  through  699,  the  latter 
more  specific  regulations  will  prevail. 

§401.11  General  dofiiiiliunri. 

For  the  purposes  of  Parts  402  through 
699: 

(a)  The  term  “Act”  means  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as 


amended,  33  U.S.C.  1251  et  seq.,  86  Stat. 
816,  P.L.  92-500. 

(b)  The  term  “Administrator”  means 
the  Administrator  of  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

(c)  The  term  “Environmental  Protec¬ 
tion  Agency”  means  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

(d)  The  term  “point  source”  means 
any  discernible,  confined  and  discrete 
conveyance.  Including  but  not  limited  to 
any  pipe,  ditch,  channel,  tunnel,  conduit, 
well,  discrete  fissure,  container,  rolling 
stock,  concentrated  animal  feeding  oper¬ 
ation,  or  vessel  or  other  floating  craft, 
from  which  pollutants  are  or  may  be 
discharged. 

(e)  Hie  term  “new  source”  means  any 
building,  structure,  facility  or  installa¬ 
tion  from  which  there  is  or  may  be  the 
discharge  of  pollutants,  the  construction 
of  which  is  commenced  after  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  proposed  regulations  prescribing 
a  standard  of  performance  under  Section 
306  of  the  Act  which  will  be  applicable 
to  such  source  if  such  standard  is  there¬ 
after  promulgated  in  accordance  with 
section  306  of  the  Act. 

(f)  The  term  “pollutant”  means 
dredged  spoil,  solid  waste,  incinerated 
residue,  sewage,  garbage,  sewage  sludge, 
mimitions,  chemical  wastes,  biological 
materials,  radioactive  materials,  heat, 
wrecked  or  discarded  equipment,  rock, 
sand,  cellar  dirt  and  industrial,  munici¬ 
pal  and  agricultural  waste  discharged 
into  water.  It  does  not  mean  (1)  sew'age 
from  vessels  or  (2)  water,  gas  or  other 
material  which  is  injected  into  a  well  to 
facilitate  production  of  oil  or  gas,  or 
water  derived  In  association  with  oil  or 
gas  production  and  disposed  of  in  a  well, 
if  the  well,  used  either  to  facilitate  pro¬ 
duction  or  for  disposal  purposes,  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  authority  of  the  State  in  which 
the  well  is  located,  and  if  such  State  de¬ 
termines  that  such  injection  or  disposal 
will  not  result  in  degradation  of  ground 
or  surface  water  resources. 

(g)  The  term  “pollution”  means  the 
man  made  or  man  induced  alteration  of 
the  chemical,  physical,  biological  and 
radiological  integrity  of  water. 

(h)  The  term  “discharge  of  a  pollut¬ 
ant”  and  the  term  “discharge  of  pol¬ 
lutants”  each  means  (1)  any  addition  of 
any  pollutant  to  navigable  waters  from 
any  point  source  and  (2)  any  addition 
of  any  pollutant  to  the  waters  of  the 
contiguous  zone  or  the  ocean  from  any 
point  source,  other  than  from  a  vessel 
or  other  floating  craft.  The  term  “dis¬ 
charge’s  includes  a  discharge  of  a  pollut¬ 
ant  and  a  discharge  of  pollutants. 

(i)  The  term  “effluent  limitatiem” 
means  any  restriction  established  by  the 
Administrator  on  quantities,  rates,  and 
concentrations  of  chemical,  physical, 
biological  and  other  constituents  which 
are  discharged  from  point  sources,  other 
than  new  sources,  into  navigable  waters, 
the  waters  of  the  contiguous  zone,  or  the 
ocean.  The  term  “effluent  limitations 
guidelines”  means  a  regulation  Issued  by 
the  Administrator  pursuant  to  section 
304(b)  of  the  Act. 

(j)  The  term  “standard  of  perform¬ 
ance”  means  any  restriction  established 
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by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  306  of  the  Act  on  quantities,  rates, 
and  concentrations  of  chemical,  physi¬ 
cal,  bioloedcal  and  other  constituents 
•which  are  or  may  be  discharged  from 
new  sources  into  navigable  waters,  the 
waters  of  the  contiguous  zone  or  the 
ocean. 

(k)  The  term  “navigable  waters”  in¬ 
cludes:  all  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States;  tributaries  of  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States:  interstate 
waters;  intrastate  lakes,  rivers,  and 
streams  which  are  utilized  by  interstate 
travelers  for  recreational  or  other  pur¬ 
poses;  intrastate  lakes,  rivers,  and 
streams  from  which  fish  or  shellfish  are 
taken  and  sold  in  Interstate  commerce; 
and  intrastate  lakes,  rivers,  and  streams 
which  are  utilized  for  industrial  pur¬ 
poses  by  industries  in  interstate  com¬ 
merce. 

(l)  The  terms  “state  water  pollution 
control  agency”,  “Interstate  agency”, 
“State,”  “municipality,”  “person,”  “ter¬ 
ritorial  seas,”  “contiguous  zone,”  “bio¬ 
logical  monitoring,”  “schedule  of  com¬ 
pliance,”  and  “industrial  user,”  shall  be 
defined  in  accordance  •with  section  502 
of  the  Act  unless  the  context  otherwise 
requires. 

§  401.12  Law  authorizing  oflluoiit  limi¬ 
tations  guidelines,  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  and  pretreatment  standards 
for  new  sources. 

(a)  Section  301  (a)  of  the  Act  provides 
that  “except  as  in  compliance  with  this 
section  and  sections  302,  306,  307,  318, 
402  and  404  of  this  Act,  the  discharge  of 
any  pcdlutant  by  any  person  shall  be 
unlav^ul.” 

(b)  Section  301  (b)  of  the  Act  requires 
the  achievement  by  not  later  than 
July  1,  1977,  of  effluent  limitations  for 
point  sources,  other  than  publicly  owned 
treatment  works,  which  require  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  as  defined 
by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  304(b)  of  the  Act.  Section  301(b) 
also  requires  the  achievement  by  not 
later  than  July  1,  1983,  of  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  for  FK>int  sources,  other  than  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works,  which  re¬ 
quire  the  application  of  the  best  avail¬ 
able  technology  economically  achievable 
which  will  result  in  reasonable  further 
progress  toward  the  national  goal  of 
eliminating  the  discharge  of  all  pollu¬ 
tants,  as  determined  in  accordance  with 
regulations  issued  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  section  304(b)  (2)  of  the  Act. 

(c)  Section  306  of  the  Act  requires  the 
achievement  by  new  sources  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  standard  of  performance  providing 
for  the  control  of  the  discharge  of  pollu¬ 
tants  which  reflects  the  greatest  degree 
of  effluent  reduction  which  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  determines  to  be  achievable 
through  application  of  the  best  available 
demonstrated  control  technology,  proc¬ 
esses,  operating  methods,  or  other  alter¬ 
natives,  including,  where  practicable,  a 
standard  permitting  no  discharge  of  pol¬ 
lutants. 

(d)  Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  requires 
the  Administrator  to  publish  regulations 


providing  guidelines  for  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  setting  forth  the  degree  of  eCBuent 
reduction  attainable  through  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  and  the 
degree  of  effluent  reduction  attainable 
through  the  application  of  the  best  con¬ 
trol  meastires  and  practices  achievable 
Including  treatment  techniques,  process 
and  procedure  innovations,  operating 
methods  and  other  alternatives. 

(e)  Section  306(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Act 
requires  the  Administrator,  after  a  cate¬ 
gory  of  sources  is  includes  in  a  list  pub¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  section  306(b)  (1)  (A) 
of  the  Act,  to  propose  regulations  estab¬ 
lishing  Feder^  standards  of  p>erform- 
ances  for  new  sources  within  such  cate¬ 
gory.  Standards  of  p>erformance  are  to 
provide  for  the  control  of  the  discharge 
of  pollutants  which  refiect  the  greatest 
degree  of  effluent  reduction  which  the 
Administrator  determines  to  be  achieva¬ 
ble  through  application  of  the  best  avail¬ 
able  demonstrated  coptrol  technology, 
processes,  operating  methods,  or  other 
alternatives,  including,  where  practica¬ 
ble  a  standard  permitting  no  discharge 
of  pollutants. 

(f )  Section  307  (c)  of  the  Act  provides 
that  the  Administrator  shall  promulgate 
pretreatment  standards  for  sources 
which  would  be  “new  sources”  under  sec¬ 
tion  306  (if  they  were  to  discharge  pol¬ 
lutants  directly  to  navigable  waters)  at 
the  same  time  standards  of  performance 
for  the  equivalent  category  of  new 
sources  are  promulgated. 

(g)  Section  402(a)  (1)  of  the  Act  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Administrator  may  issue 
permits  for  the  discharge  of  any  pollut¬ 
ant  upon  condition  that  such  discharge 
will  meet  all  applicable  requirements 
under  sections  301,  302,  306,  307,  and  403 
of  this  Act.  In  addition,  section  402(b) 
(1)  (A)  of  the  Act  requires  that  permits 
issued  by  States  imder  the  National  Pol¬ 
lutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(“NPDES”)  established  by  the  Act  must 
insure  compliance  with  any  applicable 
requirements  of  sections  301,  302,  306, 
307  and  403  of  the  Act. 

§  401.13  Test  procedures  for  measure¬ 
ment. 

The  test  procedures  for  measurement 
which  are  prescribed  in  Part  130,  40 
ent  shall  apply  to  expressions  of  pollut¬ 
ant  amounts,  characteristics  or  proper¬ 
ties  in  effluent  limitations  guidelines  and 
standards  of  performance  set  forth  in 
Parts  402  through  699,  40  CFR,  unless 
otherwise  specifically  noted. 

Part  426  is  proposed  to  read  as  follows: 

PART  426— EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS 

GUIDELINES  FOR  EXISTING  SOURCES 

AND  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE 

AND  PRETREATMENT  STANDARDS  FOR 

NEW  SOURCES  FOR  THE  GLASS  MANU¬ 
FACTURING  SOURCE  CATEGORY 

Subpart  A — Insulation  Fiberglass  Subcategory 

Sec. 

436.10  Applicability;  Description  of  Insula¬ 

tion  fiberglass  manufacturing  sub¬ 
category. 

436.11  Special  definitions. 


Sec. 

^6.19  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 
senting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  obtainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available. 

426.13  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  obtainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  avaUable  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

426.14  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

426.16  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

Subpart  A — Insulation  Fiberglass 
Subcategory 

§  426.10  Applicability;  description  of 
insulation  fiberglass  manufacturing 
subeategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
process  in  which  molten  glass  is  either 
directly  or  indirectly  made,  continu¬ 
ously  fiberized  and  chemically  bonded 
with  phenolic  resins  into  a  wool-like 
material. 

§  426.11  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Subpart: 

(a)  The  term  “process  waste  water” 
shall  mean  (1)  any  water  which  comes 
into  contact  with  any  glass,  fiberglass, 
phenolic  binder  solution,  or  any  other 
raw  material.  Intermediate  or  final  ma¬ 
terial  or  product  used  in,  or  resulting 
from,  the  manufacture  of  insulation 
fiberglass  and  (2)  non-contact  cooling 
water. 

(b)  The  term  “process  waste  water  pol¬ 
lutants”  shall  mean  pollutants  contained 
in  process  waste  waters. 

§  426.12  ElTluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  eflluent 
reduction  obtainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

(a)  The  effluent  limitation  represent¬ 
ing  the  degree  of  effluent  reduction  ob¬ 
tainable  by  the  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  is  no  discharge  of  process  waste 
water  pollutants. 

(b)  Application  of  the  factors  listed 
in  section  304(b)  (1)  (B)  does  not  require 
variation  from  the  effluent  limitation  set 
forth  in  this  section  for  any  point  source 
subject  to  such  effluent  limitation. 

§  426.13  EfTluont  limilalions  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  obtainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable. 

(a)  The  effluent  limitation  represent¬ 
ing  the  degree  of  effluent  reduction  ob¬ 
tainable  by  the  application  of  the 
best  available  technology  economically 
achievable  is  no  discharge  of  process 
waste  water  pollutants. 

(b)  Application  of  the  factors  listed 
in  section  304(b)  (2)  (B)  does  not  require 
variation  from  the  effluent  limitation 
set  forth  in  this  section  for  any  point 
source  subject  to  such  effluent  limitation. 
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§  426.14  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

(a)  The  standard  of  performance  rep¬ 
resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  reduction 
obtainable  by  the  application  of  the  best 
available  demonstrated  control  tech¬ 
nology,  processes,  operating  methods,  or 
other  alternatives  is  no  discharge  of 
process  waste  water  pollutants. 

(b)  Application  of  the  factors  listed  in 
Section  306  does  not  require  variation 
from  the  standard  of  performance  set 
forth  in  this  section  for  any  point  source 
subject  to  such  standard  of  performance. 

§  426.15  Prctrcalmcnl  standards  for 
new  sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under  sec¬ 
tion  307 (c)  of  the  Act,  for  a  source  within 
the  insulation  fiberglass  manufacturing 
subcategory  which  is  an  industrial  user 
of  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works, 
(and  which  would  be  a  new  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  section  306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were 
to  discharge  pollutants  to  navigable 
waters),  shall  be  the  standard  set  forth 
in  Part  128,  40  CFR,  except  that  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  128.133,  40  CFR 
shall  be  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
in  section  128.131,  the  pretreatment 
standard  for  incompatible  pollutants  in¬ 
troduced  into  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  by  a  major  contributing  industry 
shall  be  the  standard  of  performance 
for  new  sources  siiecified  in  §  426.14,  40 
CFR  Part  426 ;  provided  that,  if  the  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works  which  re¬ 
ceives  the  pollutants  is  committed,  in  its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified 
percentage  of  any  incompatible  pollutant, 
the  pretreatment  standard  applicable  to 
users  of  such  treatment  works  shall  be 
correspondingly  reduced  for  that  pol¬ 
lutant.” 

[FR  Doc.73-17414  Filed  8-21-73;8.45  am] 


[  40  CFR  Part  409  ] 

SUGAR  PROCESSING  CATEGORY;  BEET 
SUGAR  PROCESSING  SUBCATEGORY 

Proposed  Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines 
for  Existing  Sources  and  Standards  of 
Performance  and  Pretreatment  Stand¬ 
ards  for  New  Sources 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  for  existing  sources 
and  standards  of  performance  and  pre¬ 
treatment  standards  for  new  sources  set 
forth  in  tentative  form  below  are  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (“EPA”)  for  the  beet  sugar  proc¬ 
essing  subcategory  of  the  sugar  process¬ 
ing  category  pursuant  to  sections  304(b) , 
306(b)  and  307(c)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended  (33 
U.S.C.  1251,  1314,  1316(b)  and  1317(c), 
86  Stat.  816  et  seq.;  P.L.  92-500)  <the 
“Act”). 

a.  Legal  authority.  1.  Existing  point 
sources.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Act  re¬ 
quires  the  achievement  by  not  later  than 
July  1,  1977,  of  effluent  limitations  for 
point  sources,  other  than  publicly  owned 
treatment  works,  which  require  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable  control 


technology  currently  available  as  defined 
by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to  section 
304(b)  of  the  Act.  Section  301(b)  also 
requires  the  achievement  by  not  later 
than  July  1,  1983,  of  effluent  limitations 
for  point  sources,  other  than  publicly 
owned  treatment  works,  which  require 
the  application  of  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable  which 
will  result  in  reasonable  further  progress 
toward  the  national  goal  of  eliminating 
the  discharge  of  all  pollutants,  as  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  regulations  is¬ 
sued  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to 
section  304(b)  to  the  Act. 

Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  publish  regulations  pro¬ 
viding  guidelines  for  effluent  limitations 
setting  forth  the  degree  of  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  attainable  through  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available  and  the  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  attainable  through  the 
application  of  the  best  control  measures 
and  practices  achievable  including  treat¬ 
ment  techniques,  process  and  procedure 
innovations,  operating  methods  and  other 
alternatives.  The  regiUations  proposed 
herein  set  forth  effluent  limitations 
guidelines,  pursuant  to  section  304(b)  of 
the  Act,  for  the  beet  sugar  processing 
category. 

2.  New  sources.  Section  306  of  the 
Act  requires  the  achievement  by  new 
sources  of  a  Federal  standard  of  per¬ 
formance  providing  for  the  control  of  the 
discharge  of  pollutants  which  reflects  the 
greatest  degree  of  effluent  reduction 
which  the  Administrator  determines  to 
be  achievable  through  application  of  the 
best  available  demonstrated  control  tech¬ 
nology,  processes,  operating  methods,  or 
other  alternatives,  including,  where  prac¬ 
ticable,  a  standard  permitting  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  pollutants. 

Section  306(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Act  re¬ 
quires  the  Administrator  to  propose  regu¬ 
lations  establishing  Federal  standards  of 
performances  for  categories  of  new 
.sources  included  in  a  list  published  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  306(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the  Act. 
The  Administrator  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  of  January  16, 1973  (38  FR 
1624)  a  list  of  27  source  categories,  in¬ 
cluding  the  sugar  processing  category, 
Tlie  regulations  proposed  herein  set  forth 
the  standards  of  performance  applicable 
to  new  sources  within  the  beet  sugar 
processing  subcategory  of  the  sugar  proc¬ 
essing  category. 

Section  307(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  promulgate  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  for  new  sources  at  the 
same  time  that  standards  of  performance 
for  new  sources  are  promulgated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  306.  Section  409.15  pro¬ 
posed  below  provides  pretreatment 
standards  for  new  sources  within  the  beet 
sugar  processing  subcategory  of  the  sugar 
processing  category. 

Section  304(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  issue  to  the  States  and 
appropriate  water  pollution  control  agen¬ 
cies  information  on  the  processes,  proce¬ 
dures  or  operating  methods  which  result' 
in  the  elimination  or  reduction  of  the 
discharge  of  pollutants  to  Implement 


standards  of  performance  imder  section 
306  of  the  Act.  The  report  referred  to 
below  provides,  pursuant  to  section  304 
(c)  of  the  Act,  preliminary  information 
on  such  processes,  procedures  or  operat¬ 
ing  methods. 

b.  Summary  and  Basis  of  Proposed 
Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines,  Stand¬ 
ards  of  Performance  and  Pretreatment 
Standards  for  New  Sources.  1.  General 
methodology.  The  effluent  limitations 
guidelines  and  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  proposed  herein  were  developed 
in  the  following  manner.  The  point 
source  category  was  first  studied  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
separate  limitations  and  standards 
are  appropriate  for  different  seg¬ 
ments  within  the  category.  This  analysis 
included  a  determination  of  whether  dif¬ 
ferences  in  raw  material  used,  product 
produced,  manufacturing  process  em¬ 
ployed,  age,  size,  waste  water  constitu¬ 
ents  and  other  factors  require  develop¬ 
ment  of  separate  limitations  and  stand¬ 
ards  for  different  segments  of  the  point 
source  category.  The  raw  waste  charac¬ 
teristics  for  each  such  segment  were  then 
identified.  This  included  an  analysis  of 
(1)  the  source,  flow  and  volume  of  water 
used  in  the  process  employed  and  the 
sources  of  waste  and  waste  waters  in  the 
plant;  and  (2)  the  constituents  of  all 
waste  water.  The  constituents  of  the 
waste  waters  which  should  be  subject  to 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  performance  were  identified. 

Next,  the  control  and  treatment  tech¬ 
nologies  existing  within  each  segment 
were  identified.  This  included  an  iden¬ 
tification  of  each  distinct  control  and 
treatment  technology,  including  both  in- 
plant  and  end-of-process  technologies, 
which  are  existent  or  capable  of  being 
designed  for  each  segment.  It  also  in¬ 
cluded  an  identification  of,  in  terms  of 
the  amount  of  constituents  and  the 
chemical,  physical,  and  biological  char¬ 
acteristics  of  pollutants,  the  effluent  level 
resulting  from  the  application  of  each 
of  the  technologies.  The  problem,  limita¬ 
tions  and  reliability  of  each  treatment 
and  control  technology  were  also  iden¬ 
tified.  In  addition,  the  nonwater  quality 
environmental  Impact,  such  as  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  application  of  such  tech¬ 
nologies  upon  other  pollution  problems. 
Including  air,  solid  waste,  noise  and  radi¬ 
ation  were  identified.  The  energy  re¬ 
quirements  of  each  control  and  treat¬ 
ment  technology  were  determined  as  well 
as  the  cost  of  the  application  of  such 
technologies. 

The  information,  as  outlined  above, 
was  then  evaluated  in  order  to  determine 
what  levels  of  technology  constitute  the 
“best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available,”  “best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economic^y  achievable”  and  the 
“best  available  demonstrated  control 
technology,  processes,  operating 
methods,  or  other  alternatives.”  In 
id^tifying  such  technologies,  various 
factors  were  considered.  These  included 
the  total  cost  of  application  of  tech¬ 
nology  in  relation  to  the  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  benefits  to  be  achieved,  from  such 
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application,  the  age  of  equipment  and 
facilities  Involved,  the  process  employed, 
the  engineering  aspects  of  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  various  types  of  control  tech¬ 
niques,  process  changes,  non-water 
quality  environmental  impact  (includ¬ 
ing  energy  requirements)  and  other 
factors. 

The  data  on  which  the  above  analysis 
was  performed  Included  EPA  permit  ap¬ 
plications,  EPA  sampling  and  inspec¬ 
tions,  consultant  reports,  and  industry 
submissions. 

The  pretreatment  standards  proposed 
herein  are  intended  to  be  complementary 
to  the  pretreatment  standard  proposed 
for  existing  sources  under  Part  128  of  40 
CPR.  The  basis  for  such  standards  are 
set  forth  in  the  Federal  Register  of  July 
19,  1973,  38  FR  19236.  The  provisions  of 
Part  128  are  equally  applicable  to  sources 
which  would  constitute  “new  sources” 
imder  section  306  if  they  were  to  dis¬ 
charge  pollutants  directly  to  navigable 
waters  except  for  section  128.133.  That 
section  provides  a  pretreatment  standard 
for  “incompatible  pollutants”  which  re¬ 
quires  application  of  the  “best  practi¬ 
cable  control  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able,”  subject  to  an  adjustment  for 
amounts  of  pollutants  removed  by  the 
publicly  owned  treatment  works.  Since 
the  pretreatment  standards  proposed 
herein  apply  to  new  sources,  S^tlon 
409.15  below  amends  S  128.133  to  require 
application  of  the  standard  of  perform¬ 
ance  for  new  sources  rather  than  the 
“best  practicable”  standard  applicable 
to  existing  sources  under  sections  301 
and  304(b)  of  the  Act. 

(2)  Summary  of  conclusions  with  re¬ 
spect  to  beet  sugar  processing  subcate¬ 
gory  of  the  sugar  processing  category. 

The  beet  sugar  processing  segment  of 
the  sugar  processing  industry  serves  as 
a  single  subcategory  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  effluent  limitations  guide¬ 
lines  and  standards  of  performance. 
Factors  such  as  age,  size  of  plant,  process 
employed,  waste  water  ccmstltuents  and 
waste  control  technologies  substantiate 
this  determination. 

The  known  significant  pollutant  prop¬ 
erties  or  constituents  of  waste  water  re¬ 
sulting  from  beet  sugar  processing  in¬ 
clude  biochemical  oxygen  demsmd, 
chemical  oxygen  demand,  suspended 
solids,  dissolved  solids,  coliform  bacteria, 
ammonia,  pH  and  heat. 

The  control  and  treatment  technolo¬ 
gies  which  are  available  include  in-plant 
control  measures  and  techniques  and 
end-of-process  treatment  techniques.  In- 
plant  control  measures  include  minimi¬ 
zation  of  the  intake  of  water  by  reuse 
of  the  waste  waters  in  the  process.  The 
principal  treatment  methods  include 
screening  to  remove  solid  material,  co¬ 
agulation,  and  sedimentation  with  ulti¬ 
mate  disposal  of  excess  waste  water  in 
holding  ponds,  waste  stabilization  la¬ 
goons,  or  by  irrigation. 

The  three  major  sources  of  waste  water 
resulting  from  beet  sugar  processing 
plants  include  lime  mud  slurry,  flume 
(beet  transport)  water,  and  barometric 


condenser  water.  Time  mud  slurry  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  clarification  of  linpure 
sugrar  solutiixis  is  disposed  of  without 
discharge  to  navigable  water  by  all 
plants  in  the  beet  sugar  processing  sub¬ 
category.  A  total  pollutant  reduction  of 
28.6  kg  BOD5/kkg  refined  sugar  (28.6  lb 
BOD5/1000  lb)  results.  Flume  (beet 
transport)  water  originates  from  beet 
fiuming,  washing,  and  miscellaneous 
plant  uses.  A  total  of  44  plants  presently 
employ  extensive  recycling  of  fiume 
waters,  6  employ  partial  recycling,  and  2 
employ  no  recycling  of  fiume  (beet  trans¬ 
port)  waters.  Thirty-two  plants  pres¬ 
ently  accomplish  no  discharge  of  fiume 
(beet  transport)  waters  with  excess  waste 
water  discharged  to  navigable  waters.  All 
beet  sugar  processing  plants  presently 
practice,  have  planned,  or  propose  exten¬ 
sive  recycling  of  fiume  (b^t  transport) 
waters  with  land  disposal  of  the  excess 
waste  water  within  several  years.  Chun- 
ulative  pollutant  reduction  by  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  lime  mud  slurry  and  fiume 
(beet  transport)  water  is  48.48  kg 
BODSAkg  refined  sugar  (48.48  lb  BOD/5 
1000  lb)  (a  cmnulative  reduction  of  94 
E>ercent  of  BODS) .  Barometric  condenser 
water  results  from  the  process  of  evap- 
oraticm  and  crystallization  of  sugar  solu¬ 
tion  at  reduced  temperature.  A  total  of 
16  plsmts  employ  recycling  and  reuse  of 
barometric  condenser  water,  and  19  em¬ 
ploy  partial  recycling  and  reuse  of  baro¬ 
metric  condenser  waters. 

Complete  land  disposal  of  all  excess 
process  waste  water  without  discharge 
to  navigable  waters  is  practiced  at 
11  beet  sugar  processing  plants.  Par¬ 
tial  land  disposal  of  condenser  water 
is  accomplished  by  a  total  of  22 
plants  with  excess  waste  water  dis¬ 
charged  to  navigable  waters.  Thirty- 
two  of  the  52  plants  employ  cooling  de¬ 
vices  for  cooling  of  barometric  condenser 
water  either  prior  to  reuse,  land  disposal, 
or  discharge  to  navigable  waters.  CTumu- 
lative  pollutant  reduction  by  zero  dis¬ 
charge  of  lime  mud  slury,  fiume  (beet 
transport)  water,  and  barometric  con¬ 
denser  water  is  50.6  kg  BOD®  kkg  refined 
sugar  (50.6  lbs.  BOD®  1000  lb).  Other 
treatment  methods  such  as  trickling  fil¬ 
ters  and  activated  sludge  processes  have 
been  used  with  limited  success.  Substan¬ 
tial  reductions  of  pollutants  may  be 
achieved  through  use  of  these  conven¬ 
tional  treatment  processes  (approaching 
0.25  kg  BOD®  1000  lb  (0.5  lbs  BOD®  ton  of 
beets  sliced) ) .  However,  the  successful 
application  of  these  processes  has  been 
limited  by  the  seasonal  nature  of  the  beet 
sugar  processing  industry  and  the  high 
cost  of  treating  short-term  large  waste 
volumes. 

The  following  table  sets  forth  the  total 
estimated  capital  costs  required  by  an 
average-sized  3265  kkg  of  beets  sliced/ 
day  (3600  tons/day)  beet  sugar  process¬ 
ing  plant  to  achieve  from  55  percent  to 
100  percent  reductiMi  of  BOD®  utilizing 
in  the  order  set  forth  below,  (1)  land  dis¬ 
posal  of  lime  mud  slurry,  (li)  extensive 
recycling  of  fiiune  water  with  land  dis¬ 


posal  of  excess  waste  water  and  (iii)  ex¬ 
tensive  recycling  of  barometric  condenser 
water  with  land  disposal  of  excess  waste 
water. 


Cumulative  percent . 

Reduction  of  total  waste _ Cumulativeestiiiiated. 

Source  load  (BO Df) _ Capital  costs. 

Lime  mud  slurry .  65  $.50,000. 

Flume  water  (beet  trans¬ 
port)  .  94  $278. 000-$360, 000. 

Condenser  water .  100  $4.54, 000-$360. 000. 


The  cost  figures  given  above  were  de¬ 
rived  from  actual  cost  data  on  existing 
plants  and  other  cost  estimates  for  equip¬ 
ment,  facilities,  piping,  and  other  related 
items  associated  with  pollution  control 
measures.  The  cost  figures  for  the  aver¬ 
age-sized  plant  presume  no  inplace  pollu¬ 
tion  control  measures  presently  existing 
within  the  beet  sugar  processing  subcate¬ 
gory.  The  range  of  cost  results  from  in¬ 
vestigation  of  alemative  measures  of  pol¬ 
lution  control  for  the  identified  waste 
sources.  Percent  reduction  of  BOD®  indi¬ 
cates  the  cumulative  percent  of  waste 
load  reduction  relative  to  the  total  poten¬ 
tial  BOD®  load  from  beet  sugar  process¬ 
ing.  Based  on  existing  inplace  plant  fa¬ 
cilities,  increased  capital  cost  to  achieve 
zero  discharge  of  beet  sugar  processing 
wastes  is  estimated  at  06.  to  1.0  percent 
of  present  capital  investment.  The  aver¬ 
age-sized  beet  sugar  processing  plant  is 
estimated  to  indu*  an  increased  capital 
investment  of  $176,000  to  $298,000.  These 
cost  figures  are  based  upon  availability 
of  suitable  land  under  ownership  of  the 
plant,  its  representatives  or  its  agents, 
and  adjacent  to  the  plant  site.  If  It  Is 
necessary  to  purchase  land,  and/or  trans¬ 
port  waste  waters  to  suitable  land  not 
adjacent  to  the  plant  site,  an  average¬ 
sized  beet  sugar  processing  plant  under 
these  circumstances  may  Incur  an  in¬ 
creased  capital  cost  of  up  to  $460,000. 
Due  to  the  land  based  control  technology 
for  reaching  zero  discharge  to  navigable 
water,  suitable  land  area  must  be  avail¬ 
able  for  waste  water  disposal  as  described 
by  the  equation  given  in  §  409.11  in  Sub¬ 
part  A  of  Part  409. 

Processing  sugar  beets  to  refined  sugar 
normally  requires  4320  kilowatts  (5800 
horsepower)  for  the  average-sized  plant 
with  no  pollution  control  practices  or 
about  1.2  kilowatts  per  kkg  (1.61  horse¬ 
power  per  ton)  of  beets  sliced  per  day. 
The  added  power  requirements  for  pollu¬ 
tion  control  without  discharge  to  navi¬ 
gable  waters  approximate  748  kilowatts 
(1000  horsepower)  which  is  equally  di¬ 
vided  between  recycle  of  fiume  waters 
and  condenser  waters.  Pollution  control 
thus  would  consume  about  15  percent  of 
the  total  electrical  power  usage  of  a  non¬ 
polluting  beet  sugar  refining  operation. 

Removal  of  solid  material  from  incom¬ 
ing  beets  in  the  fiume  (beet  transport) 
system  contributes  large  amounts  of  solid 
waste  which  must  be  disposed  of  at  the 
plant  site.  The  majority  of  the  present 
beet  sugar  processing  plants  retain  the 
solid  material  in  earthen  holding  ponds 
with  or  without  periodic  removal  and 
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placement  on  adjacent  land.  Solids  re¬ 
moval  and  dlspos^  is  an  integral  part  of 
a  flume  water  recycling  system. 

Air  pollution  aspects  of  Importance  in 
beet  sugar  processing  include  those  at¬ 
tributable  to  suspended  particulate  mat¬ 
ter,  sulfur  oxide  and  odor.  Odor  origi¬ 
nates  primarily  from  waste  holding 
ponds.  It  may  be  controlled  by  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  shallow  pond  depths,  screening  of 
waste  before  discharge  to  solids  settling 
devices,  use  of  aerators  on  pond  surfaces, 
and  bacterial  cultures.  Odor  control  in 
flume  water  recycling  systems  can  be 
achieved  by  maintaining  alkaline  condi¬ 
tions  (pH  above  8.0)  In  the  recirculation 
system.  Mechanical  devices  are  available 
to  satisfactorily  limit  suspended  particu¬ 
late  matter  resulting  from  beet  sugar 
processing.  Particulate  matter  results 
primarily  in  emissions  from  pulp  driers 
and  steam  boilers.  Sulfih  dioxide  emis¬ 
sions  may  result  from  burning  of  high 
sulfur  containing  fuel  oils  and  coal  in 
boilers. 

The  principal  nonwater  quahty  envi¬ 
ronmental  impact  resulting  from  pro¬ 
posed  water  related  pollution  control 
technology  recommended  herein  are 
odors  and  solids  (primarily  soil  particles) 
associated  with  flume  (beet  transport) 
water  recirculation.  Fogging  may  occur 
as  a  result  of  evaporative  water  losses  in 
cooling  towers  and  other  cooling  devices 
employed  in  condenser  water  recircula¬ 
tion  systems.  Increased  requirements  for 
solids  removal  in  flume  (beet  transport) 
water  recycling  systems,  and  cooling  de¬ 
vices  In  condenser  water  recycling  sys¬ 
tems  increase  the  potential  impact  of 
solids  disposal  and  fogging. 

The  degree  of  effluent  reduction  at¬ 
tainable  through  the  application  of  the 
best  practicable  ccaitrol  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available  for  the  beet  sugar  proc¬ 
essing  subcategory  has  been  determined 
to  be  no  discharge  of  process  waste  water 
pollutants  to  navigable  waters.  It  can  be 
accomplished  through  maximum  in-plant 
water  reuse  and  recycle,  and  controlled 
land  disposal  of  excess  waste  water.  At 
present,  11  of  52  beet  sugar  processing 
plants  accomplish  no  discharge  of  proc¬ 
ess  waste  water  pollutants  to  navigable 
waters  through  in-plant  waiter  reuse  and 
land  disposal  procedures.  In  addition,  the 
majority  of  the  industry  through  treat¬ 
ment,  recycling  and  land  disposal  pres¬ 
ently  handles  flume  (beet  transport)  wa¬ 
ter  without  discharge  to  navigable  wa¬ 
ters.  The  technology  is  currently  avail¬ 
able  and  demonstrated  to  be  reliable  and 
effective  in  achieving  no  discharge  of 
process  waste  water  pollutants  to  navig¬ 
able  waters.  The  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  for  the 
subcategory  on  which  the  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduction  was  determined  is:  (1)  Re¬ 
cycling  of  flume  waters  with  land  reten¬ 
tion  of  excess  waste  waters  including  the 
specific  features  of  screening ;  suspended 
solids  removal  and  control  in  the  recy¬ 
cling  system;  pH  control  for  minimiza¬ 
tion  of  odors,  bacterial  populations, 
foaming,  and  corrosive  effects;  (2)  re¬ 
cycling  of  condenser  water  using  cooling 
devices  for  condenser  or  other  in-plant 


uses;  (3)  containment  of  lime  mud  slurry 
or  reuse  in  the  plant  process;  (4)  reduc¬ 
tion  of  moisture  In  the  lime  mud  cake 
conveyance  or  transport  with  minimum 
quantities  of  water  added  in  slurrying; 
(5)  return  of  pulp  press  water  to  the 
diffuser;  (6)  use  of  continuous  diffusers 
in  beet  processing;  (7)  use  of  pulp  driers 
in  beet  processing;  (8)  concentration  of 
Steffen  waste  for  disposal  on  beet  pulp, 
use  for  reclamation  purposes  or  spread¬ 
ing  of  luiconcentrated  Steffen  waste  in 
thin  layers  on  land  excluded  from  sur¬ 
face  runoff  ■  (such  as  earthen  holding 
ponds) ;  (9)  dry  conveyance  of  beet  pulp 
from  diffusers  to  pulp  driers;  and,  (10) 
containment  of  all  general  wastes,  e.g., 
floor  and  equipment  washes,  filter  cloth 
washes,  and  other  miscellaneous  waste 
waters  by  discharge  to  flume  water  sys¬ 
tems  or  containment  in  earthen  holding 
ponds  writhout  discharge  to  navigable 

The  effluent  limitation  of  no  discharge 
of  process  waste  water  pollutants  to 
navigable  waters  is  based  upon  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  suitable  land  for  controlled  fil¬ 
tration  of  the  excess  process  waste  water. 
If  suitable  land  is  not  available  for  con¬ 
trolled  filtration,  the  effluent  limitaticoi 
may  be  varied  to  allow  the  discharge  of 
barometric  condenser  water  derived  from 
sugar  concentration.  The  availability  of 
suitable  land  is  determined  by  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  formula  given  in  §  409.11  of 
Subpart  B  of  Part  409  hereof.  The  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  formula  considers  variable 
factors  such  as  soil  filtration  rate,  capac¬ 
ity  of  production  plant,  and  leng;th  of 
production  period  for  determining  land 
availability.  Barometric  condenser 
waters  are  relatively  unpolluted,  con¬ 
taining  only  BODS,  pH  and  heat  as  sig¬ 
nificant  pollutants.  Properties  and  con¬ 
stituents  of  such  wastes  are  readily 
separable  from  the  other  two  major 
sources  of  waste  water  discharged  from 
a  beet  sugar  processing  plant. 

The  effluent  reduction  attainable 
through  the  application  of  the  best  avail¬ 
able  technology  economically  achievable 
is  no  discharge  of  process  waste  w'ater 
pollutants  to  navigable  waters  without 
variance.  Factors  by  which  the  effluent 
limitation  may  be  varied  are  no  longer 
applicable  due  to  the  extended  time  pe¬ 
riod  available  for  obtaining  the  land  re¬ 
sources  with  which  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ment  of  no  discharge  of  process  waste 
water  pollutants  to  navigable  waters. 

The  standard  of  performance  for  new 
sources  representing  the  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduction  obtainable  through  the 
application  of  the  best  available  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology  has  been  de¬ 
termined  to  be  no  discharge  of  process 
waste  water  pollutants  to  navigable 
waters.  An  allowance  for  a  variation  of 
the  standard  is  not  needed  since  land 
availability  requirements  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  site  selection  for  a  new  point 
source. 

A  report  entitled  “Development  Docu¬ 
ment  for  Proposed  Effluent  Limltaticms 
Guidelines  and  New  Source  Performance 
Standards  for  the  beet  sugar  Processing 


Segment  of 'the  Sugar  Processing  Point 
Source  Category”  which  details  the  anal¬ 
ysis  imdertaken  In  support  of  the  regula¬ 
tions  being  proposed  herein  is  available 
for  inspection  in  the  EPA  Information 
Center,  Room  227,  West  Tower,  Water¬ 
side  Mall,  Washington,  D.C.,  at  all  EPA 
regional  offices,  and  at  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  offices.  A  supplementary 
analysis  prepared  for  EPA  of  the  possible 
economic  effects  of  the  proposed  regula¬ 
tions  is  also  available  for  inspection  at 
these  locations.  Copies  of  both  of  these 
documents  are  being  sent  to  persons  or 
institutions  affected  by  the  proposed  reg¬ 
ulations,  or  who  have  placed  themselves 
on  a  mailing  list  for  this  purpose  (see 
EPA’s  Advance  Notice  of  Public  Review 
Procedures,  38  FR  21202,  August  6, 1973) . 
An  additional  limited  number  of  copies 
of  both  reports  are  available.  Persons 
wishing  to  obtain  a  copy  may  write  EPA 
Information  Center,  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency,  Washington,  D.C.  20460, 
Attention:  Mr.  Philip  B.  Wisman. 

c.  Summary  of  public  participation. 
Prior  to  this  publication,  the  agencies 
and  groups  listed  below  were  consulted 
and  given  an  opportunity  to  participate 
in  the  development  of  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  guidelines  and  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  for  the  beet  sugar  processing 
subcategory.  The  following  are  the 
principal  agencies  and  groups  consulted : 
(1)  Effluent  Standards  and  Water  Quality 
Information  Advisory  Committee  (estab¬ 
lished  under  Section  515  of  the  Act) ;  (2) 
all  State  and  U.S.  Territory  Pollution 
Control  Agencies;  (3)  Ohio  River  Valley 
Sanitation  Commission;  (4)  New  Eng¬ 
land  Interstate  Water  Pollution  Control 
Commission;  (5)  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission;  (6)  Hudson  River  Sloop 
Restoration,  Inc.;  (7)  Conservation 
Foundation;  (8)  American  Crystal  Sugar 
Company;  (9)  American  Sugar  Com¬ 
pany;  (10)  Beet  Sugar  Development 
Foundation;  (11)  Businessmen  for  the 
Public  Interest;  (12)  Environmental  De¬ 
fense  Fund,  Inc.;  (13)  Natural  Resoimces 
Defense  Council;  (14)  The  American 
Society  of  Civil  Engineers;  (15)  Water 
Pollution  Control  Federation;  (16)  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Federation;  (17)  The 
American  Society  of  Mechanical  En¬ 
gineers;  (18)  U.S.  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare;  (19)  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce;  (20)  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture;  (21)  Water 
Resources  Council;  (22)  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior;  (23)  Great  Western 
Sugar  Company;  (24)  U.S.  Beet  Sugar 
Association;  and  (25)  Utah-Idaho  Sugar 
Company; 

The  primary  issues  raised  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  these  proposed  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  standards  of 
performance  and  the  treatment  of  these 
issues  herein  are  as  follows.  Public  com¬ 
ments  on  all  these  suggestions  are 
solicited. 

1.  Industry,  states,  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  and  the  Effluent  Standards  and 
Water  Quality  Information  Advisory 
Committee  questioned  the  ability  to  ac¬ 
complish  no  discharge  of  process  waste 
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water  pollutants  to  navigable  waters 
where  soil  filtration  rates,  land  avail¬ 
ability,  climatic  conditions,  age  of  facili¬ 
ties,  and  location  are  less  favorable  to 
controlled  land  disposal  of  waste  waters. 
All  such  factors  have  been  considered  in 
establishment  of  the  proposed  levels  of 
technology,  effluent  limitation  guidelines 
and  standards  of  performance.  Land 
availability  is  a  problem  in  urban  areas, 
particularly  where  soil  and  climatic  con¬ 
ditions  are  less  favorable  to  land  dis¬ 
posal  of  waste  waters.  EPA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  it  is  not  practicable  to  require 
no  discharge  of  process  waste  water  pol¬ 
lutants  where  suitable  land  is  not  avail¬ 
able  adjacent  to  the  point  source  and 
presently  under  the  ownership  of  the 
point  source  discharger.  Therefore, 
§  409.12  provides  that  where  suitable  land 
is  not  available,  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available  (to  be 
achieved  by  1977)  results  in  a  maximum 
discharge  of  3.3  kg  BOD5/kkg  (3.3 
lb/ 1000  lb)  of  refined  sugar,  rather  than 
no  discharge.  The  no  discharge  require¬ 
ment  is,  however,  to  be  achieved  by  all 
plants  by  July  1, 1983. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  seepage 
rates  could  replace  land  availability  as 
the  criterion  for  allowing  a  reduction  in 
the  degree  of  treatment  being  required. 
Such  a  provision  would  change  the  eco¬ 
nomic  impact  .and  degree  of  waste  dis¬ 
posal,  raising  it  for  those  plants  without 
available  land  in  areas  of  high  seepage 
rates  and  lowering  it  for  plants  in  low 
seepage  rate  areas.  The  net  effect  is 
likely  to  be  a  higher  degree  of  waste  dis¬ 
posal  at  the  cost  of  higher  economic  im¬ 
pact.  In  addition,  there  may  also  be  al¬ 
ternative  ways  of  reducing  economic 
impact  in  areas  with  low  seepage, 
through  increased  use  of  recycling. 

It  has  also  been  suggested  that  the  size 
of  plants  be  used  as  a  criterion  for  re¬ 
quiring  complete  elimination  of  waste, 
either  by  itself  or  in  combination  with 
seepage  rate  or  land  availability.  Since 
very  small  plants  have  not  achieved  com¬ 
plete  elimination  of  waste  it  may  be  more 
consistent  with  industry  practice  not  to 
require  them  to  achieve  no  discharge.  In 
combination  with  one  of  the  land  cri¬ 
teria,  segmentation  by  size  could  be  used 
to  modify  the  tradeoffs  between  eco¬ 
nomic  impact  and  degree  of  waste  dis¬ 
posal.  On  the  other  hand,  some  small 
plants  have  the  capability  to  meet  a  no 
discharge  requirement  while  others  may 
already  be  exempt  from  doing  so  be¬ 
cause  of  lack  of  available  land.  In  con¬ 
sidering  these  alternative  criteria,  it  was 
concluded  that  land  availability  would 
serve  as  a  reasonable  surrogate  for  reduc¬ 
ing  economic  impact. 

2.  Industry  felt  that  the  cost  data  for 
pollution  control  reduction  given  in  Sec¬ 
tion  VIII  of  the  Report  is  underestimated 
and  stems  from  lack  of  inclusion  of  land 
costs  and  underestimation  of  required 
waste  water  blowdown  volume  from  a 
recirculating  waste  water  system.  The 
cost  data  utilized  in  the  cost-effectiveness 
variations  of  alternative  treatment  and 
control  technologies  are  outlined  in  Sec¬ 
tion  Vin  of  the  Report  and  are  based 


on  actual  data  supplied  by  the  Industry 
and  verified  for  specific  technologies^ 
features  at  operatlonsQ  beet  sugar  proc¬ 
essing  plsints  visited  by  EIPA  personneL 

3.  Industry,  states  and  the  Effluent 
Stsmdards  suid  Water  Qusdlty  Informa¬ 
tion  Advisory  Committee  were  concerned 
that  water  rights  in  some  Western  states 
may  present  possible  conflicts  With  the 
limitation  of  no  discharge  of  process 
wsiste  water  pollutsints  to  navigable 
waters.  To  the  extent  any  conflict  is 
presented  with  the  prior  appropriation 
doctrine  by  the  reduction  in  discharge  of 
treated  wsiste  effluent,  such  a  conflict 
would  appear  to  be  presented  by  any  such 
reduction  whether  or  not  a  reduction  is 
to  zero  discharge  or  to  some  greater  per¬ 
mitted  discharge.  Congress  has  in  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
Amendments  of  1972  set  as  a  nationsil 
goal  the  elimination  of  the  dischstrge  of 
pollutants.  In  addition  sections  301,  304 
(b)  and  306  of  the  Act  provide  for  the 
application  of  effluent  limitations  and 
standards  which  wUl  require  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  discharges  of  pollutants  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible  (consistent 
with  the  technological  and  economic  fac¬ 
tors  which  are  to  be  taken  into  consid¬ 
eration).  A  preliminary  evaluation  by 
ERA’S  Office  of  General  Counsel  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  to  the  extent  of  a  conflict 
with  State  laws  concerning  appropriated 
water  rights,  the  Federal  doctrine  of  pre¬ 
emption  nevertheless  requires  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  treatment  requirements  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  Act. 

4.  Industry  was  concerned  about  odors 
emanating  from  prolonged  storage  of 
beet  sugar  processing  waste  waters 
with  related  nuisance  problems.  Various 
mechanisms  are  available  and  are  prac¬ 
ticed  within  the  industry  for  minimizing 
odor  problems.  Significant  reduction  in 
odors  at  beet  sugar  processing  plants  can 
be  accomplished  through  dry-lime  cake 
handling  and  disposal  and  other  meas¬ 
ures  as  described  in  section  VII  of  the 
Report. 

5.  States  felt  that  additional  attention 
needed  to  be  given  to  prevention  of  pos¬ 
sible  ground  water  pollution  from  con¬ 
trolled  land  dispos^  of  waste  waters. 
Contamination  of  imderlying  aquifers 
can  best  be  prevented  through  proper 
disposal  site  selection,  waste  water 
management  practices,  and  application 
of  ground  water  hydrologic  and  geologic 
factors.  Tlie  soil  media  is  in  itself  an 
effective  and  reliable  means  for  reduc¬ 
tion  of  waste  water  pollutant  levels.  A 
detailed  discussion  of  the  role  of  soil  as  a 
waste  water  disposal  medium  is  included 
within  Section  VII  of  the  Report.  With 
widespread  use  of  land  disposal  of  beet 
sugar  processing  waste  waters,  no  serious 
ground  water  pollution  problems  are 
known  to  have  resulted  from  or  can  be 
attributed  to  these  land  disposal  prac¬ 
tices.  Responsibility  for  maintaining 
ground  water  quality  lies  primarily  with 
the  States.  State  authority  may  be  used 
to  prevent  contamination  where  It  ap- 
papers  to  be  a  problem  by  controlling 
pond  location  and  requiring  sealing  as 
necessary. 


6.  States  were  ooncemed  that  fogging 
resulting  from  evaporative  cooling  of 
barometric  condenser  waters  may  pre¬ 
sent  a  visibility  problem  at  some  loca¬ 
tions.  Fogging  problems  are  subject  to 
control.  Also,  there  are  only  one  or  two 
locations  In  the  industry  where  this 
problem  may  occur.  A  more  detailed  dis¬ 
cussion  of  possible  alternatives  for  fog¬ 
ging  control  is  given  in  section  VTII  of 
the  Report. 

7.  The  Effluent  Standards  and  Water 
Quality  Information  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee  felt  that  total  dissolved  solids  content 
in  recirculated  waste  water  (flume  and 
barometric  condenser  water)  is  of  pollu- 
tional  concern  in  land  disposal  of  these 
waste  waters.  Total  dissolved  solids  pose 
some  largely  aesthetic  problems  for 
human  consumptive  purposes,  require 
treatment  for  removal  for  some  indus¬ 
trial  water  supply  purposes,  and  present 
deleterious  effects  on  irrigation  of  some 
crops  at  high  concentration  levels.  No 
economic  method  exists  for  removal  of 
dissolved  solids  on  a  large  scale  basis.  A 
detailed  discussion  of  the  origin,  effects, 
and  control  of  total  dissolved  solids  In 
beet  sugar  processing  waste  waters  is 
given  in  section  IX  of  the  Report. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  written 
comments  to  the  EPA  Information  Cen¬ 
ter,  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Washington,  D.C.  20460,  Attention;  Mr. 
Philip  B.  Wisman.  Comments  on  all  as¬ 
pects  of  the  proposed  regulations  ai'e 
solicited.  All  comments  received  not  later 
than  September  21,  1973  will  be  con¬ 
sidered. 

.  Dated  August  15,  1973. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 

PART  409— EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS 

GUIDELINES  FOR  EXISTING  SOURCES 
AND  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE 
AND  PRETREATMENT  STANDARDS  FOR 
NEW  SOURCES  FOR  THE  SUGAR  PROC¬ 
ESSING  CATEGORY 

Subpart  A — Beet  Sugar  Processing  Subcategory 

Sec. 

409.10  Applicability:  description  of  beet 

sugar  proces^ng  subcategory. 

409.11  Special  definitions. 

409.12  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

409.13  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

409.14  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

409.15  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 

Subpart  A — Beet  Sugar  Processing 
Subcategory 

§  409.10  Applicability;  description  of 
beet  sugar  proe-essing  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpaxt  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  any  operation  existing  for  the 
primary  purpose  of  processing  of  sugar 
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beets  for  the  production  of  refined  sugar 
for  commercial  or  domestic  use. 

§409.11  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Subpart; 

(a)  The  term  “process  waste  water” 
shall  mean  (1)  all  water  used  In  or  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  processing  of  sugar  beets 
to  refined  sugar,  including  process  water, 
barometric  condenser  water,  beet  trans¬ 
port  or  flume  water  and  (2)  all  other 
liquid  wastes  including  cooling  waters. 

(b)  The  term  “process  waste  water  pol¬ 
lutants”  shall  mean  pollutants  contained 
in  process  waste  waters. 

(c)  The  term  “availability  of  suitable 
land”  shall  mean  that  amount  of  land 
which  is  (1)  adjacent  to  the  point  source 
and  (2)  under  the  ownership  or  control 
of  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  point 
source  as  determined  by  the  formula  set 
forth  below.  The  amount  of  land  is  de¬ 
termined  by  the  application  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  formula: 

A=0.001426(CL/s)+0.0536C  (for  metric 
system  units)  where  A = land  area  require¬ 
ments  for  controlled  waste  water  disposal  ex¬ 
pressed  in  hectares,  C  =  processing  rate  of  ca¬ 
pacity  of  plant  In  metric  tons  of  refined  sugar 
production  per  day,  L=:  length  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  per  campaign  of  plant  (Including  ex¬ 
tended  use  campaign)  express^  in  terms  of 
days,  s= actual  soU  filtration  rate  for  waste 
water  to  be  applied  to  land  expressed  in 
terms  of  centimeters  per  day,  not  to  exceed 
0.635  centimeters  per  day. 

A=0.000631(CL/S) +0.0601C  (for  English 
system  units)  where  A=land  area  require¬ 
ments  for  controlled  waste  water  disposal  ex¬ 
pressed  in  terms  of  acres,  C=processing  rate 
or  capacity  of  plants  in  tons  of  refined  sugar 
production  per  day,  L=length  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  campaign  of  plant  (including  ex¬ 
tended  use  campaign)  in  terms  of  total  num¬ 
ber  of  days,  s=actual  soil  filtration  rate  for 
waste  water  to  be  disposed  of  on  land  ex¬ 
pressed  in  terms  of  inches  per  day,  not  to 
exceed  %  inch  per  day. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subpart, 
the  following  abbreviations  shall  have 
the  following  meaning:  (1)  kg  shall 
mean  kilogram(s) ;  (2)  kkg  shall  mean 
1000  kilograms;  and,  (3)  lb  shall  mean 
poimd(s). 


§  44)9.12  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

(a)  The  effluent  limitation  represent¬ 
ing  the  degree  of  effluent  reduction  at¬ 
tainable  by  the  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  is  no  discharge  of  process  wraste 
water  pollutants  to  navigable  waters. 

(b)  The  effluent  limitation  of  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  process  waste  water  pollutants 
to  navigable  waters  is  based  upon  the 
availability  of  suitable  land  for  con¬ 
trolled  filtration  of  the  excess  process 
waste  waters.  If  suitable  land  is  not  avail¬ 
able  for  controlled  filtration,  the  effluent 
limitation  may  be  varied  to  allow  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  barometric  condenser  water  de¬ 
rived  from  sugar  evaporation  and  crys¬ 
tallization  within  the  effluent  limitations 
set  forth  in  the  following  table: 

Effluent 

Characteristics  Limitation 

BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

3.3  kg/kkg  refined  sugar 
(3.3  lb/1000  lb) 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of  30 
consecutive  days  2.2  kg/ 
kkg  refined  sugar  (2.2  lb/ 
1000  lb) 

Temperature  ‘  6.0  to  9.0  units 

pH. 

1  No  discharge  of  heat  from  waste  waters 
to  navigable  waters  at  a  temperature  greater 
than  the  temperature  of  cooled  water  re¬ 
turned  to  the  heat  producing  process. 

§  409.13  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  teehnologv' 
economically  achievable. 

(a)  The  effluent  limitation  representing 
the  degree  of  effluent  reduction  obtain¬ 
able  by  the  application  of  the  best  avail¬ 
able  technology  economically  achievable 
is  no  discharge  of  process  waste  water 
pollutants  to  navigable  waters. 

(b)  Application  of  the  factors  listed 
in  section  304(b)  (2)  (b)  does  not  require 


variation  from  the  effluent  limitation  set 
forth  in  this  section  for  any  point  source 
subject  to  such  effluent  limitation. 

§  409.14  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

(a)  The  standard  of  performance  rep¬ 
resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  reduction 
obtainable  by  the  application  of  the  b^t 
available  demonstrated  control  technol¬ 
ogy,  processes,  operating  methods,  or 
other  alternatives  is  no  discharge  of  proc¬ 
ess  waste  water  pollutants  to  navigable 
waters. 

(b)  Application  of  the  factors  listed  in 
section  306  does  not  require  variation 
from  the  standard  of  p^ormance  set 
forth  in  this  section  for  any  point  source 
subject  to  such  standard  of  performance, 

§  409.15  Prelrcalnicnl  $standard!<  for  new 
sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  imder 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act,  for  a  source 
within  the  beet  sugar  processing  sub¬ 
category  which  is  an  industrial  user  of  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works,  (and 
which  would  be  a  new  soiurce  subject  to 
section  306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were  to  dis¬ 
charge  pollutants  to  navigable  waters), 
shall  be  the  standard  set  forth  in  Part 
128,  40  CFR,  except  that  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  §  128.131  40  C7FR 
shall  read  as  follows :  “In  addition  to  the 
prohibitions  set  forth  in  §  128.131  of  this 
title,  the  pretreatment  standard  for  in¬ 
compatible  pollutants  introduced  into  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  by  a 
major  contributing  industry  shall  be  the 
standard  of  performance  for  new  sources 
specified  in  §  409.14,  40  CJFR,  Part  409; 
provided  that,  if  the  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  which  receives  the  pol¬ 
lutants  is  committed,  in  its  NPDES  per¬ 
mit,  to  remove  a  specified  percentage  of 
any  incompatible  pollutant,  the  pre¬ 
treatment  standard  applicable  to  users  of 
such  treatment  works  shall  be  corre¬ 
spondingly  reduced  for  that  pollutant.” 

(FR  Doc.73-17415  Piled  8-21-73:8:45  am] 
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